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DATE : May 23,2000

SUBJECT ~ Comme~s on Recommendation on ~he CALFED

Your draf~ da~ed ~ 22, 2000 on the CALFED SoLution Looks

drafts. The meeL{n9 On ~ay ~? resulted {n some positive chan~es.
As you m~oh~ ~uess? Z sL~LL have some commenLs.

F~PS~ the LeLLeP ~s complicated and needs ~o read ~n
ent~Pet~ Lo Oe~ Lhe fuLL sense of wha~ ~s be~n~ sa~d. There
should De summary ~n shor~ form as ~hat BDAC (or you-aLL) ~8
reaLLy saying. Z ~ouL~ Lh~nk LhaL aLL Lh~ busy DeopLe th~s w~LL
9o ~o would wan~ Lhat. ALso~f some press person uePe ~o ask
whaL ~L mean~? ho~ do you O~ve h~mJh~r a shor~

~n ~he Summary on p.Z Lhe ~hough~ - - "~r~mewor~ for an
accepLabLe soLuL~on ~ modified Lo ~ncLude more ~cL{on ~n Staoe

emp~as{ze ~haL th~ wo~ ~ ~~ O{ the CALFED
needs t9 be ~mDLem~Ze,Z.~ of ~ny p~rams ~n ~Ch one of
elements. Many must be ~a~ted ]~, 5rage ~. and more con~nue~
s[u~es, fund4ng and adaptive managemen~ Lead to agreement on
additional actions. Perhaps you can edit th~s ~nto ~tem e) on
p.5.

Page 4. ~tem f). I know the Env4ronmentaL Justice folks want
get some headLines, but the second paragraph and the f~ve buLLets
seem L4ke too much detaiLfor th~s Letter.

.PagethS"4~tem 4. Th~s and ~tem 5 are clear and more acceptable
than      previous two drafts. However. the use of the word
balancing as now used refers only to 4nfLows and outflows - -
whatever that means. ~y point in this Long d~scuss~on has been
that balance must be achteved between water des4gnated for
f~shery purposes and water for export or use w~th~n the OeLta.
The second sentence fmpL~es that but does not caLL for a ’poLicy
statement to that effect.

Page 5. 4~em 5    This ~s a better statement than previously. Iapprec]at= going on record w~th " and avoid the taking of
add4~4onaL water through additional regulatory actions." In the
same sentence, l’m not sure ~f "capitaLize" refers to funding or
aLLocating water. Seems a LtttLe vague.

Page 6. ~em 10. "Reach~ngatdec~s4°n"h faLLs short of Steve
HaLL’s caLL for recommending    ¯ early s~ar~ in S~aoe I on
"functional equivalent of the ~eLta Cross ChanneL." ~.e.. a new
d~vers~on from the S~cramento R~ver. (Maybe. 4t’s the best we
can do r4ght no~-~ ,Zt needs one more sentence more or Less i~ke

~taOe ; s~odLd ~ncLude acttons to develop and prove the
technical capability to provide f~sh screening adaptable to the
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species, sites, and quantities of water being moved.

Pages 6 and 7. item 11. This is a good statement
udy-decislon making programalthough 4t deals Largely with a s~reLativeL~

and not with a L~st of actions as    understood the February
version of the PPA to be. I think the Letter to the State and
federal negotiators should include support for construction in
Stage I of water control structures, improved export intake
facilities, dredging and levee setbacks as included tn the PPA.
ALso. ALex"s point on the (Ist of expertise to be used, shown tn

¯ the second bullet on page 7 - - make tt read . PLanntn~ andimplementation should utilize input from organizations suc. as
U.C. Extension Services, etc, etc~ and expertise from Local
agencies and individuals. Not all of the groups named are
"Local."

Page 8, item 12. I still object to calling for CALFED to make
forecasts of future water supply needs. This Is strictly the
legislatively designated purview of DNR with input from
Department of Finance and Food and Agriculture. There is nothing
In any of the federal agencies that equips them for this task. %
would ~aJ:he~ see it~a~: CALFED should obtain from the
~esponsibLe State of California agencies forecasts of a range of
probable - -etc.    In addition, CALFED should cooperate with
State agencies and stakeholders to forecast how much water is
needed to avoid - -etc.

~’~genia asked me if I was ready to endorse this as a Letter from
BDAC. I would Like to see my comments above worked into the
finished project. Then could Z endorse it? I probably could as
a concensus product of BDAC. It does not do everything I would
Like to see, but,then, I know that others have some strong
opinions in opposition to some of the statements tn it.

What really matters to me is what w~Ll the PPA product that comes
out of the State federal negotiations have in it. On this
questions ~ go back to my letter of Retch I6 and repeat that Kern
County ~ater Agency would not be able give ~ts support to the
CALFED program until it sees the package that comes out of the
negotiating teams.    Zt MRLL take some work to blend the
recommendations of the "Rtke and Sunne" Letter tnto the Preferred
Program Alternative. I th~nk that would help bring some of the
people closer to agreement    However, I would not Like to see the
PPA lose its specific reference to projects end programs that
must move ahead in Stage I.    The specifics in the February 17
draft of the PPA should be preserved, molded w~th the ideas in
the BDAC letter and possibly be made more specific regarding
storage and conveyance.
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